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Dear Sir; 



j This Reply Brief is being filed in response to the Examiner's Answer mailed 
December 3, 2004. 
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REMARKS 

1 , I Response to Sxaminer's Grouping of the Claims Section 

The Examine ' stated, 'The appellant's statement in the brief that certain claims do 
nof stand or fall togeljher is not agreed with becaxise Appellant argues separately claims 1, 
8, 9, 10, 11;, 18 and 23." December 3, 2004. Exa miner^s An swer^ pg. 2 . Appellant finds 
this statement inaccurate because (1) Appellant has met the requirements of MPEP §1206 

i 

to establish that claims 1, 8-10, 13, 10, 16, 18, and 23 do not all stand or fall together and 
(2);the Examiner's basis for disagreeing with Appellant's statements are favorable to a 



finding that claims 1, 



8-10, 13, 10, 16, 18, and 23 do not stand or fell together. See April 



2hi2004, Appeal Brief, pg. 4 



In particular, 



^4PEP §1206 is clearly states, "For each ground of rejection which 



app^ellant contests and which applies to a group of two or more claims, the Board shall 



select a single claim 
rejection on the basis 



fix)m the group and shall decide the appeal as to the ground of 
of that claim alone unless (1) a statement is included that the claims 



of the group do not s and or fall together and, (2) in the argument under paragraph (c)(8) 
of this section, appellant explains why the claims of the group are believed to be 



sej^arately jiatentable. 
Brief filed lApril 21, 
Argument Section, c] 
patentably distinct 



' MPEP $1206 (Enumeration and emphasis added ). In the Appeal 
2004, Appellant stated, "As will be particularly explained in the 
aims 1, 8-10, 13, 10, 16, 18, and 23 contain subject matter that is 
m the art of record" and "as will be shown below, claims 1, 8-1 0, 



13, jlO, 16, 18, and 23 do not all stand or M together because at least each of these 
claiins include subject matter that is patentably distinct from the art of record." April 21, 
2004. Appeal Brief, pg. 4 . Through these statements, Appellant complied with 



requirement "(1)" of 1|4PEP §1 206. 

In support of jthe above-cited statements. Appellant included detailed arguments 
within the Argument Sections of the Appeal Brief filed April 21, 2004, and tiic 
Supplemental Appeal Brief filed September 15, 2004, that fully establish that claims 1, 8- 
10, 13, 10, 16, 18, and 23 each include subject matter that is patentably distinct from the 
■ art of record. See April 21. 2004. Appeal Brief , pes. 4-14 and September IS. 2004. 
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Su pplemental Appeal Brief, pes. 3-13 . Therefore, Appellant fully complied with 



requirement "(2)" of MPEP §1206. 

The Examiner's statement that "Appellant argues separately claims 1, 8, 9, 10, 11, 
18 :and 22" evidenos Appellants compliance with MPEP §1206 in establishing that 
claims 1, 8-10, 13,, 10, 16, 18, and 23 do not stand or fell together because the Examiner 

has! acknowledged that Appellant separately explained why the claims are believed to be 
separately patentable December 3. 2004, Examiner's Answer, pp. 2 , As Appellant has 
complitjd with the standard outlined in MPEP §1206, claims 1, 8-10, 13, 10, 16, 18, and 

together. j 



2. Response to Examiner's Grounds of Rejection Section 

Appellant agrees with the Examiner's recitation of the Grounds of Rejection as it 
is substantially a reit^ation of the basis articulated in the Office Action mailed June 1 5, 
2004. See June 15, 2004, OfiSce Action . However, Appellant does note that, as later 
explained in the Respjonse to Argument Section of the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner 
witlfdrew the objection to claims 18 and 22 under 37 CFR 1.75(c) and the rejection of 



claim,<; 



7, 



12-14, 16; 17, and 26 under §112, first paragraph. December 3. 2004. 



Examiner's Answer, pg. 1 0 , Appellant appreciates the indication by the Examiner that 



the rcm^rk^ filed with 



respect to these objections and rejections were persuasive. 



I Regarding thij remaining grounds of rejection proffered by the Examiner, 
Appellant believes that the arguments presented in the Appeal Brief filed April 21, 2004, 
and; the S ipplemental Appeal Brief filed September 15, 2004, fully traverse these 
•rejections. Specifically, for at least the reasons presented in the Appeal Brief filed April 
21,y20(|4, and the Sypplcmental Appeal Brief filed September 15, 2004, no basis of 
rejection am be sustained and claims 1-26 are in condition for allowance. See April 21, 
2004, Anneal Brief and September 15. 2004, Supplemental Appeal Brief 



3. jles^onse to fjxaminer's Response to Argument Section 
REJECTIONS UNDER SlOl 



The 



*as claim 



Examiner 



stated claim 18 is directed to non-statutory subject matter because 



8 is dedicated to a computer program without computer readable medium. 
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claim 18 is non-statutory." December 3. 2004. Ex amiper's A nswer, pg. 10 . To support 

this conclusion the Examiner cited a paragraph from MPEP §2l06(IV)(B)(l)(a) that 



j Since a computer program is merely a set of instructions capable of being 
! executed by a computer, the computer program itself is not a process and 

Office personnel should treat a claim for a computer program, without the 
j computer-readable medium needed to realize the computer program's 

functionality, as nonstatutory functional descriptive material. When a 

computer program is claimed in a process where the computer is executing 
j the computer! program's instructions, Office personnel should treat the 
: claim as aj process claim. Sec paragraph lV,B.2(b), below. When a 
I computer pro-am is recited in conjunction with a physical structure, such 
! as a computer memory, Office personnel should treat the claim as a 

product claiinj 

MPfep g2iQ6awmtfnra^ 



i However, the, paragraph immediately preceding that which was cited by the 

Examiner directs, "Office personnel should determine whether the computer program is 

1 ( 

being claimed as part 'of an otherwise statutory manufacture or machine." Id. To that end, 
the section continues by slating that "the claim remains statutory irrespective of the fact 
that I a computer program is included in the claim" or 'Svhen a ct^mpuler program is used 
in a . computerized process where the computer executes the instructions set forth in the 
computer program!''' Id (emphasis added). 

In the case! at hand, claim 18 calls for '*[a] computer program which, when 
executed by a compu er, causes the computer to" complete a plurality of acts consistent 
witli instructions emb)died in the computer program. Claim 18 . Therefore, in addition to 

the reasons previously presented in the Supplemental Appeal Brief filed September 15, 

i * 1 

2004, claim 18 is directed to statutory subject matter under §101 because it meets the 
criteria set forth in the above-cited section of MPEP §2l06(iV)(B)(l)(a). See September 
15, 2004, Supplemental Appeal Brief pgs. 4-5 , 

^ • Additionally, Appellant notes that, though detailed arguments were presented 

with, respect to the rejection of claim 23 under §101 in the Supplemental Appeal Brief 

T I 

filed September 1 5, 2^04, the Examiner sustained the rejection but did not rebut or refute 
the arguments presented by Appellant. See ScDtcmber 15, 2004, Supplemental Appeal 
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Brief pes. 5 and December 3. 2004. Examinq-'s Answer, pg. 10 . Therefore, for at least 
the reasons presentee in the Supplemental Appeal Brief filed Septemba- 15, 2004, claims 
23-|26 are in full com iliance with §101 . See Scptanbo: 15, 2004, Appeal Brief, pgs|3-4. 

; i 
RlijECTIONS UNDER SI 12. SECOND PARAGRAPH 

The Examiner contended the rejection of claims 11-14 and 16-17 is supported 

because "one of ordinary skill is not provided with sufficient data to make and/or use the 

^invention as Appelli rat's claims and Specification lack guidance regarding how the 

system is to perfonn if for example, the User ID is not validated/' December 3, 2004. 
Examiner's AnswOT, pg, 11 . Appellant reiterates the belief that the Examiner's position 



the user I.D. is valida 



is without merit. Ap])cllant has not claimed *1f the user LD. is not validated." Appellant 
is ^titled to claim th 3 invention as Appellant sees fit and is not required to claim orjteach 
every possible conti agency, for example, if the user I.D. is not validated. Rather, 
Appellant has claimed and, therefore, only seeks protection of steps that are to occur "if 



;ed," "If the user ID is not validated" is irrelevant. 



Again, Appcl ant asserts that in order to practice the invention called for in claim 
1 ] one of ordinary skill in the art would not need information regarding the "otherwise," 
as the Examiner contended. Further, Appellant emphasizes that fact that the "otherwise" 
is unclaimed, does not give the Examiner license to construe the claim "as if the usier ID 
has jnot been validate^" or provide a basis to neglect the examination of claims 12-1|4, 16, 
^and|17. June 15. 2004. Office Action, pe. 4-S . 



REJECTIONS UNDER 8102(e) 



When jointly 
conclusions regarding, 



addressing claims 1 and 23, the Examiner provided various new 
that which the Examiner asserted is suggested by Neville et al. For 
example, the Examiner stated, "Regarding Appellant's ^confirming' step, the 
sevdr/clearinghoxise i^tially receives a request jfirom a user ('636, column 13, lines 57- 

is the first indication that the user is not using the software, 
ouJd not have a rea.<;on...to request an xmlock key." December 3. 



59)" and that "[t]his 
otherwise, the user \^ 



2004, Exam iner^R An swer, pg. 12 . The Examine then concluded from these statements 



that'"[t]he *confirmaiion* comes from the server/clearinghouse checking a use history 
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^database to confirm whether thisj is so ('636, column 13, lines 30-35; column/lines 13/60- 
14/3)."./rfJ 

jAppellant bejieves that the statements of the Examiner in no way show that 
Neville et al, teaches "at the centralized facility, confirming that the option has not 

already been enabled," as called for in claim 1 and 23. Cl aims 1 and 23 . In fact, the 
Examiner's assertions are not consistent with the explicit teaching of Neville ct al. That 
is, Neville^et al. does not teach the element of "confiraiing that the option has not already 
been enabled" because if the execution controlled digital product were already activated, 



it would not request 



activation. That is, since the very digital product that requires an 



activation request also makes the request, it is unnecessary for Neville ct al. to confirm 
"thk ti!e option has not already been enabled " as claimed. 

! jThe Examinej-'s position seems to suggest that Neville et al. teaches confirming 
non-us|, i.e. "[t]his is the first indication the user is not using the software/V Pecember 3. 
^2004. Examiner's Answer, pg. 12 . However, as evidenced by the lack of a citation to 
support this contention by the Examiner, Neville et al. does not teach "confirming" 
enablement or non-use. In fact, "confirming" or receiving a "first indication that the user 

is not using the software" is inconsistent with the system taught by Neville ct al. because 

III ' 
Neville et al. is specifically directed to a system for per-xise "execution contror* of a 

digital product. See Neville et al., col. 13. Ins. 20>3L Why would a system that is 



focused on 



protecting 



against unauthorized xise of a digital product be concerned with any 



indication hat the us a: is not using the software? Therefore, contrary to the position of 
the jExaminer, Nevijl^ et al. does not teach the claimed step of "confirming that the option 
has not already been enabled." Claims 1 and 23 . 



REJECTIONS UNDER §lQ3fa) 



' When addressing claims 8 and 9, the Examiner stated, "To make their point, 
Appellant resorts to attacks on the Examiner." Responsive directly thereto. Appellant 
adamantly asserts t^t no "attack" was intended and deeply regrets that the Exairiiner 
perceived Appellant's presented position as an "attack." 

i As an er pa^e proceeding, prosecution is, by definition, a non-adversarial 
proceeding. Therefore, Appellant's assertion of its position should not be interpreted an 
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' * ! 

attack upon the Examjner It appears that the Examiner took exception to Appellant's 
statement that, as a r^lt of the proffered combination of references being so vs^holly 

unrelated. Appellant concluded that it appeared to be a result of a key-word search based 

'1 

on 'the present disclosure irrespective of the actual teachings of the references. 

Appellant's statements were made to illustrate (1) HiaX 3i prima facie case of obviousness 

I I 

^had not been established and (2) that irapennissible hindsight had been used to construct 
the, rejection. See April 2K 2004. Appeal Brief pgs. 9-11 and September IS. 2004. 
Supplemental Appeal Brief pgs, 9-10. These statements were in no way mtended to 
question or attack ^ Ijie abilities or skills of the Examiner. Rather, Appellant j only 
articulated its position and supported it with evidence from the record. Again, no attack 
or questioning of the Examiner's abilities was intended. Appellant regrets that the 
Exabiner misconstrued Appellant's characterization of its position in favor of 
patentability as an impugning of the Examiner. Nevertheless, Appellant reiterates its 

position in favor of patentability and believes its position must be confirmed for the 

: ! i j 

reas'ons previously presented as well as those herein. See April 21. 2004, Appeal Brief 
and IScptcmber 15, 2004. Supplemental Appeal Brief 

Regarding claim 10, the Examiner stated that "storing a secret (eg encryption key) 
on at computer for any length of time, or reusing the same secret (eg encryption key) over 
;^^d lover again, increases the likelihood that the secret can be compromised" but that 
"thv5 threat can be significantly decreased by generating a key 'on the fly", using 'one- 
time pads', or 'randomizing' the key by adding random bits." December 3. 2004. 
Examiner's Answer, p^. 13 . However, as previously staled in the Supplemental Appeal 

i ' 

Brief filed September 15, 2004, the conclusion proffered by the Examiner is unsupported 
by the art of record. See September 15. 2004. Supplemental Appeal Brief pgs. 7-8 . 

Specifically, Neville et al. does not create an option key in response to an option 

I i 

request but is clear that any '^unlock key" is created well before any request because 
Neville et al.'s unloclc key is necessary to build the very execution controlled product that 

ultimately makes a request. See Neville et al., col. 10, his 46-50. Therefore, the Examiner 

) i ' ' ! 

cannot assert that N^Ile et al. suggests creation of the option key in response to an 
option request. Theriefore, for at least these reasons in combination with the reasons 
presented in the Aj^eal Brief filed April 21, 2004, and the Supplemental Appeal Brief 
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filed September 15, 2004, claim 10 is patentably distinct from the art of record. 5gg April 

21. 2004. Appeal BriLf and September 15. 2004. Supplemental Appeal Brief 

: Regarding claim 1 1, the Examiner asserted, **UnIike claim 18, the Appellant has 
I I t I 1 

neglected to inclxidej how the system is to perform if certain conditions do not hold." 

December 3, 2004. Examiner's Answer, pg. 14 , As such, the Examiner concluded that 

"giying the claims their broadest reasonable interpretation it would have been obvious to 

i ■ ' I t 

one of ordinary skill not [to] perform any other validation if the user ID is not validated " 

However, asj repeatedly articulated in the Supplemental Appeal Brief j filed 
Sepitember 15, 2004, Appellant has neglected nothing. See September 15. 2004, 
Supplemental Appeal Brief, pgs._ 7-8 , Appellant has claimed, and the Examiner; must 



^con^ider, only the limitations expres.sly called for within the confines of the claims. Id. 



Thfe fact that claim 1 
irrelevant. The art o 



does not claim steps performed "if certain condition do not hold" is 
record does not leach or suggest the elements expressly called for 
within the confines of the elements of claim 1 1 and, therefore, the rejection of claim 1 1 
caimot be sustained. | 

! Regarding claim 13, the Examiner concluded, "It is an undisputable fact that 
Appellant's 'medical equipment' is a computer... if for no other reason than [sic] it nms 
software." December 3, 2004. Examiner's Answer, pg, 14 . First, Appellant does not 



believetthat such can 
which the Examiner 



be characterized as "an indisputable fact" based on one reference, 
did not provide with the Examiner's Answer. Second, Appellant 
does not believe the Examiner's basis for the conclusion is supportable. 

■ Appellant believes a plethora of devices "run software" and yet would not be 
indisputably characterized as a '^computer." For example, it is common that modem 
' automobiles, in soine form or another, '"run software" and yet one would not refer to 
driving one's computer lo a destination. That is, the automobile may include a computer 
that' "runs software", however, it cannot be said that the automobile, though it- may 
incliidc a computer, is itself a computer. Therefore, the claimed **medical equipment" 
may interact with a computer or even include a computer but it is not an undisputable fact 
thatlthe '^medical equipment" is a computer. 
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j Regarding cUim 18, the Examiner concluded that since claim 18 ^'tises the teim 
'zdy\..iX reads on 'a system without other option requests." December 3, 2004. 
Examiner's AnswerJ pg. 1 5 (emphasis in the original) . From this conclusion, the 

Examiner then conchided that **to one of ordinary skill the claim suggests in this instance 

^ i I ' 

the generating and forwarding of the option key to the user- Id (emphasis added) . 
Ap])ellaiit finds thesejstatements both perplexing and incorrect* 

The Examiner appears to believe that by including the word "any" within a claim 
element, it| renders the element meaningless. However, the term "any" adds meaning to 
thejclaim and the ^x|miner has not provided any support in the MPEP or in case I^w to 
conclude that the terjn "any" provides support for ignoring the term or the element in 
whijch the ;erai is contained. Additionally, though the Examiner's statements puipjort to 



be Lpport id by the 



suggestions" of the claim, the claim does not "suggest" anything. 



The claim afiOrmativjely calls for elements and each element must be considered and 
given full meaning. However, claims do not "suggest" and any supposed "suggestion" 
cannot be said to proyde a basis for rejection. 

^ Claim 18 calls for the computer to be caused to ^'compare the option-enabling 

! ' ' I . I - 

request I with any other option requests for that system I.D. in the database at the on-lme 

s, I I ! ' j { 

center." Claim 18 .; Therefore, to support any rejection of claim 18 under 35 Lf.S.C. 

§ 103(a) the Examine!] must establish that the art of record teaches or suggests a coniputer 
' I : i I . ! . 

configured; to be caused to "compare the option-enabling request with any other option 
f . ' I j i 

requests for that system I.D. in the database at the on-line center." M- However, the 

proffered rejection does not meet this standard. Rather, the Examiner has discussed what 
the Examiner believes is "suggested" by the claim and admittedly ignored explicitly 
claimed elements. When each and every element is properly considered, claim 18 is 
patdntably distinct from the art of record. 



4. |[lc$pon$e to i^xaminer's Conclusion Section 

(The Examiner concluded the Examiner's Answer by stating that "Appellant's 

i . i . i 

argijmehts are not persuasive in that they intentionally misconstrue the clear teachings of 

-^e prior art and do not give fair credit to the level and knowledge of those of ordinary 

skilj in the computer and computer security art." December 3. 2004, Examiner's Answer, 
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Appellant |is taken aback by the Examiner's statement. Appellant vehemently 
objects to the Examiner's statement as inappropriate, inaccurate, and unfounded. 

First, the Examiner's statement is unsupportable and, therefore, inappropriate. 

If' ' 
Sudh an accusatioTj s serious and should never be made without fiill knowledgp and 

evidence supportiv^ t lereof 

! Second, just as Appellant would never "attack" or question the abilities of the 

Examiner, Appellant would never '"intentionally misconstrue the clear teachings of the 

prior at" or intentionally fail to "give fair credit to the level and knowledge of those of 

ordinary skill in the <x)mputcr and computer security art-" Id. Rather, Appellant works 

"^diligen 



ly to accurately represent Appellant's position and understanding of 
Apjpiellint's own invention and any prior art as such is required of Appellant by the 
CFIR. and MPEP ja|d is clearly advantageous to Appellant in securing the strongest 
patent rights in light Cjf the art of record, i 

For at least ^these reasons. Appellant believes the statements made by the 

Exabiir er in the Conclusion Section of the Examiner's Answer are inappropriate, 

I i 

inaqcui ate, and unfoxmded. See December 3, 2004, Examiner's Answer, pg. 16 . 



Respectfully submitted, 
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APPENDIX OF CLAIMS ON APPEAL 



1. (Original) A method to remotely enable software-enabled options 



composing the steps pf: 



receiving a user T.D, at a centralized facility from a user; 

I . , i . 

receiving an option-enabling request from the user specifying an option 
ed to he enahl id in equipment at a subscribing station; j 
I at tile [centralized facility, confirming that the option has not ahready been 



sending an enabling feature from the centralized faciUty to the equipment 
in the ^bscribing station; and 

activating the option in the equipment. 



2. (Original) The method of claim 1 wherein the enabling feature 



sofjWare key designed to enable software already installed in the equipment. 



\ ' 3, I (Original) The method of claim I where the enabling feature is software 
to run t le feature in the equipment. 



mcdica, imaging scaimers 



(Original) The method of claim 1 wherein the equipment inc 



IS a 



udes 



(Original) The method of claim 1 further comprising the step of designing 

1 

a softw ire key to enable the option for a predetermined trial period. 



5. (Original) The method of claim I further comprising the step of 

( . . . ■ 

■^uthentjcating the xiser l.D. after receiving the user l.D. at die centralized facility. 
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conipul er jjrogramrped to control the in-field product; 

an on-line center capable of receiving and authenticating a user 



sub; 
the bn- 



exi 



the sub 



option 



J 7- (Original) The method of claim 1 wherein the step of sending an enabling 
fealure includes downloading the enabling feature to the equipment and remotely 



abling the feature automatically and without further user input. 



8. (Original) The method of claim 1 wherein the step of sending an enabling 

1 

to the equipment includes Sending the enabling feature by one of FTP and email 
d engineer for manual installation and enablement of the feature. 

9. i (Original) The method of claim 1 further comprising the step of: 

r 1 \ 

I verifying the option activation; and 

sending a verification email to the user confirming option enablement 

1 0. ' (Original) An option-enabling system comprising: 
a subscribing station having at least one in-ficld product and at least one 



cn)mg 



validati}ng an option request, and creating an option key in response thereto; and 

a communications network to relay data firom the on-line center ^ the 
station, the conmiunications network including a communications portion in 
ine center an^ a communications portion in the subscribing station, and further 

>includep an ability - to connect the on-line center to the subscribing station through an 

ill I 
communications network and transmit the option key from the on*line center to 



scribing statioa in response to a user l.D. receipt and authorization, and ajvalid 
request receipt j 



11, (Original) The system of claim 10 further comprising a computer within 
the on-line center pro^mmed to: 

receive a xiser LD. at the on-line center firom a user and validate the user 



receive an option request fi-om the user; 
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user LD. is validated, receive a system I.D. and validate the system 



system LD. is validated, check whether the option requested was 



previously enabled; and 



if the 



requested. 



option requested was not previously enabled, enable the option 



' 12. (Original) The system of claim 11 wherein the computer is further 
progranmied to geijerate an option key specific to the system I.D. 

13, (Original) The system of claim 12 wherein the computer is further 
programmed to: 

download and install the option key in medical equipment at the 

> I 1 
subscribing station; and 

verify option enablement in the medical equipment. 



14. (Original) The system of claim 13 wherein the computer is further 
programmed to send an electronic verification of the option enablement. j 



15. (Original) The system of claim 10 wherein the subscribing station 

! i 

includes at least one medical imaging device. 

16, (Original) The system of claim 12 wherein the computer is further 
programmed to FTP or email the option key to a user identified by the user I.D. to allow 
the user to manually enable the option. 



^ 17. (Origin 
programmed to generate 

i 

after a predetermined 



al) The system of claim 12 wherein the computer is further 
the option key with a disablement feature to disable the option 
ime period. 
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18. (Original) A computer program which, when executed by a computer, 

! i 

causes the computer |o: 

! receive an option-enabling request from a user to request an option to be 

! ' ' ' 

enabled in a medical device located remotely from an on-line center; j 

receive a system I.D. and validate the system LD. with data from a 

' i 

^database at the on-line center; 

V compare the option-enabling request with any other option requests for 

' ' 1 I 

that system LD. in pie database at the on-line center and regect the option-enablmg 

request if the compprjson results in a predefined number of matches; 

othCTwise, generate an option key and forward the option key to one of the 

user and the medical device to enable the option. 



19. (Original) The computer program of claim 18 wherein the generation of 
the option key includes creating a disabling feature to disable the option aler a 
predetermined number of days. 

t ! 
i I 

20. (Original) The computer program of claim 18 wherein the coniputer 
program further causes the computer to receive and authenticate a user LD, before 



^receiving an option-enabling request. 



> ■ 



21. (Original) The computer program of claim 18 wherein the predefined 

1 1 

number of matches is {one. 

22. (Original) The computer program of claim 18 stored in memory of and 

i i. 
incorporated into an cn-line center that is connected to a plurality of subscribing stations, 

each subscribing station having at least one medical imaging scanner that has operational 

software that comprisjes modules, where at least one of the modules is optional ani not 

operational and the 9ption key is generated to automatically enable the at leas| one 

optional module. 
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enabled iiiithe device 



24. 



(Origi 



to be 



23 1 (Original) A computer data signal embodied in a carrier wave and 
representing a set of iixstructions which, when executed by at least one processor, causes 
the at least one proc^sor to enable an option in a device by: 
recedvjng a user LD. at a centrali^ed facility; 
receiving an option-enabling request specifying an option requested 

at a subscribing station; 
confirming that the option has not already been enabled; and if not, 
sending an enabling feature from the centralized facility to the device in 
the [subscribing static i; and 

activating the option in the device. 



mal) The computer data signal of claim 23 wherein the enabling 
feature is a software key designed to enable software already installed in the device. 



* 25/ (Origijial) The computer data signal of claim 23 wherein the device 
includes medical imaging scanners and fiirther includes designing a software key to 
enable the option in the medical image scanner for a predetermined trial period. 



of: 



26. (Original) The computer data signal of claim 23 ftirther causing the acts 



facility; and 



authenticating the user LD. after receiving the user LD, at the centralized 



wherein the act of sending an enabling feature includes downloading the 



enabling feature to 



the equipment and remotely enabling the feature automatically and 



witljout fiirther user input. 
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